Few
questions have stirre d up as much co n tro ve rsy within the C h ristia n community as the one asking whether the theory of evolution can be reconciled with the belief In a Creator, p a rtic u la rly a Creator sovereign over h is creation. In th is paper I wish to examine some of what I take to be the major Issu e s at stake and to suggest some solutions.
1.1 Atheism and evolution theory : purported lo gica l and p sy c h o lo g i cal connections
F irs t, let met examine the b elief that the theory of evolution is p o ssib le only for those of an a theistic persuasion. Many C h ristia n s point to the large number of atheists who are evo lu tio n ists as evidence but su re ly th is is mistaken. Many of those who believe In E in s te in 's theory of special r e la t iv ity are also atheists but we do not upon that ground deny the theory.
If trutli or fa ls it y has objective meaning, and I think that they do, then whether a the ory 1s true or fa lse can sca rce ly depend upon the beliefs of its adherents. One might, however, agree that there are many atheists 1n society (p a rtic u la rly 1n the scie n tific so c ie ty ), so that it is not s u rp risin g that many w ill hold any contem porary scie n tific theory such as special r e la t iv ity , but argue that 1n the case of the theory of organic evolution there is some logical or psychological connection between atheism and the theory. But su re ly how one interprets evolution 1s not lim ited to atheism.
I b elieve, fo r example, that it is consonant with P a u l's d escription of C h rist as G o d 's vehicle 1n creation given to us 1n Colosslans chapter one. I am not then Im pressed that others feel at home as atheists with the same theory, and the same set of observations which It interp rets, as do I. After all the same situation app lie s throughout science : some of us are atheists and some of us a re n 't and we interpret nature and all scie n tific theories d iffe re n tly as a result.
1.2
The C h ristia n claim that evolution th eory denies 6o d 's role In nature
Let me now turn to the argument of some C h ristia n s that the theory of evolution leaves God out of the b iological picture.
I find th is a quite strange Idea fo r God d o e sn 't appear in the language of, or the theories of, ch e m istry or p h y sic s fo r example and yet we do not deny them 011 that account.
Su re ly we expect to understand nature th e is tic a lly at a more profound level than at the level of scie n tific theories and the law s of nature which they seek to explain. But we also liv e In a universe which seems to have expanded and thus one In which long ago temperatures were much higher.
Thus as we move backward in lime atoms can no longer e x ist and the laws governing them cannot appear; even e a rlie r atomic nuclei become Im p ossible together with th e ir law structures, and s t ill e a rlie r the multitude of sub-atom ic p article s vanish and we enter a world of q uarks. As we go even fu rth e r back, theory suggests that the force Involved in ra d io -a c t iv ity which we call the weak force and the electromagnetic force unite.
Yet e a rlie r th is force is united with the strong (or nuclear)
force, and beyond even that point th is force and g ra v ity form a sin gle unified force of nature. In other words our very complex world re su lts from our o b se rving it In a low energy state but It Is also the consequence of ve ry different e a rlie r conditions.
The explanation of the steps from the f ir s t moments of our cosmos to the present Is exceeding d iffic u lt but It appears that ve ry tiny differences in conditions long ago would give us quite a different universe from that which we experience.
Indeed, the conditions which would permit life and conscious ob se rve rs lik e o urse lve s to e x ist at all are ve ry lim ited.
A C h ristia n might then say that, if God had Intended that man e x ist to g lo rify Him and enjoy Him forever (as one catechism puts it ), it was necessary that the world be of a quite sp e cific sort. That is , of course, merely a new form of an old th e sis : 1f the Earth la y much nearer the Sun or much further away, 1f it were much more m assive, 1f the atmosphere differed and so on, e a rth ly life as we know it could not e xist.
At one time such a th e sis was used to argue to the design of nature but it was employed ve ry d iffe re n tly later. After
Darwin, 1t was said that life a rise s and s u rv iv e s on the earth n atu rally and that, because of the p re va ilin g conditions, life
has the forms which It has. T h is sort of aberrant C h ristia n w orld-view is of long standing. we should take scie n tists rather more se rio u sly : they are fa llib le but, unless th e ir endeavours are futile, we must believe that they do achieve Improved le v e ls of in sig h t into the world so that when they d iffe r from our readings of B ib lic a l texts we have no rig h t to sa y that they and not we are mistaken.
There 1s, of course, truth in the injunction that our reconciling Into nature, e x p re ssib le In scie n tific language, which we w ill understand in re ligio u s language as a re vealin g of G o d 's creation and which we believe 1s a fulfilm ent of our creaturely r e s p o n s ib il ity to learn of God using our mind and our senses w hile learning the Word in the world and in Scrip ture .
2.4
The nature of scie n tific creatlonlsm A portion of the title of my paper speaks of "Scie n tific creatlonlsm ". Of course I c a n 't get into my reasons here for they are both complex and not re a lly to the point of th is paper. And, w hile I am on the matter of fa ith , I might add that I am convinced that an ultimate commitment to a Creator Is different 1n almost e ve ry way from a faith in scie n tific matters.
T h is

Scie n tific creatlonlsm distorted Into creation science
What about the other part of my title ? What Is "creation scie n ce "?
At one time those now accepting that name fo r th e ir position called them selves, as I call m yself, "sc ie n tific c re a tio n ists" though they meant something ve ry different. However, because they wished to suggest that th e ir view was not n e ce ssa rily a re lig io u s one -as I employed the term, scie n tific creatlonlsm ce rta in ly i s fundamentally a re lig io u s position -they altered the term inology. A major reason was that, 1n the United States, they wished to have th e ir view s taught In the science classroom and one could only do th is if 1t appeared to be science and If, 1n the American context which fo rb id s state su pp ort to re lig io n . It appeared not to be In violation of that p ro h ib itio n .
Thus to e xp la in what "c re a tio n ist science" 1s I might begin with how It sees Its e lf as a science. In part, unfortunately, t h is In vo lve s e xp la in in g th ings lik e the gaps In the f o s s il record, where they take the usual scie n tific explanations to fa ll and as evidence fo r the p o s s ib ilit y of at least some kind of d e i t y 's crea tive a c t iv ity . Not only may they well be wrong
In th e ir evaluation of contem porary science but th e irs Is an In turn they Interpret the catastophlc events as either alterations
In the laws of nature or 1n the rates of th e ir a c tiv ity . They may also argue that sim ila r events occurred e a rlie r, sa y between and the e vident major em phasis of the e a rly portions of Genesis upon that fact rather than upon scie n tific detail. In contrast, "cre a tio n ist scie n ce ", as some w ill call th e ir p osition, has the d iffic u ltie s of fa llin g as a science, of reducing the C h ristia n w orld-view to Incoherence, and of seeking to extract scie ntific detail from B ib lic a l texts, each with a ve ry different apparent Intent. I conclude by asking which of these sets of problems you would consid er to be most tractable as a task for concerned scie n tists and C h ristia n s? I believe that I have at least indicated where my choice lie s.
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